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   The	  objective	  of	  this	  study	  is	  to	  evaluate	  Upstate	  South	  Carolina	  consumers’	  
willingness	   to	  pay	   for	  a	   system	   in	  which	   local	   food	  banks	  and	   local	   farms	  support	  
one	  another.	  	  The	  proposed	  system	  will	  be	  based	  on	  local	  food	  consumers	  paying	  a	  
price	   premium	   for	   locally	   grown	   agricultural	   products,	   and	   this	   premium	   is	   then	  
donated	  to	  local	  food	  banks.	  	  The	  food	  banks	  would	  act	  as	  intermediaries	  to	  improve	  
sustainability	  of	  local	  farms	  and	  in	  the	  long	  term,	  this	  system	  is	  expected	  to	  provide	  
external	   benefits	   to	   local	   economic	   development.	   	   The	   study	   uses	   a	   consumer	  
demand	   mail	   survey	   to	   record	   opinions	   about,	   and	   demand	   for,	   locally	   grown	  
products,	   local	   food	   banks,	   and	   a	   set	   of	   possible	   arrangements	   linking	   the	   two	  
together.	  A	  conjoint	  analysis	  framework	  is	  used	  to	  determine	  upstate	  South	  Carolina	  
residents’	  willingness	  to	  pay	  for	  the	  system	  through	  a	  donation	  built	  into	  the	  price.	  	  
Consumers	  were	   found	   to	  be	  willing	   to	  pay	  18%	  more	   for	   locally	  grown	  products	  
and	  5%	  more	  for	  products	  including	  a	  donation.	  Similarly	  their	  WTP	  for	  fruits	  and	  
vegetables	   versus	   animal	   products	   was	   22.9%	   and	   14.6%	   respectively.	   	   These	  
findings	  will	   be	   useful	   when	   implementing	   the	   price	   premiums	   on	   specific	   fruits,	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   Locally	   produced	   agricultural	   products	   have	   been	   growing	   from	   a	   niche	  
market	   into	   becoming	   a	   mainstream	   movement.	   This	   trend	   is	   evident	   by	   the	  
increase	   in	   farmers'	  markets.	   Across	   the	   US	   there	  was	   an	   increase	   from	   1,755	   in	  
1994	  to	  7,175	  farmers	  markets	  in	  2011	  (USDA,	  2011).	  	  In	  South	  Carolina	  alone	  the	  
number	  of	   farmers	  markets,	  a	  primary	  source	  of	   locally	  grown	  products,	  has	  risen	  
from	   70	   in	   2007	   to	   roughly	   115	   today.	   Not	   only	   are	   direct	   marketing	   outlets	  
increasing	  in	  number	  across	  the	  United	  States,	  but	  so	  are	  the	  number	  of	  major	  food	  
retailers	   that	  are	   specifically	  marketing	   their	  products	  as	   locally	  produced.	  One	  of	  
the	  most	  prevalent	  national	  chains,	  Wal-­‐Mart,	  has	  introduced	  a	  food	  miles	  calculator	  
that	   enables	   its	   individual	   stores	   to	   make	   decisions	   about	   where	   to	   buy	   local	   or	  
regionally	  sourced	  produce,	  according	  to	  their	  website	  (Wal-­‐Mart,	  2012).	  	  
	   Although	  demand	  has	  been	  increasing	  for	  locally	  grown	  products,	  many	  local	  
limited	   resource	   farms	   face	   difficulties	   competing	   with	   larger	   scale,	   multi-­‐state	  
distributing	  farms.	  However	  King	  et.	  al	  (2010)	  argue	  that	  "despite	  generally	  higher	  
per	  unit	  costs	  than	  mainstream	  chains,	  farms	  and	  businesses	  in	  local	  supply	  chains	  
can	   still	   be	   successful	   if	   they	   offer	   unique	   product	   characteristics	   or	   services,	  
diversify	  operations,	  and	  have	  access	  to	  processing	  and	  distribution	  centers."	  	  
	   	   	  
 2 
	   In	  this	  study	  we	  explore	  the	  feasibility	  of	  a	  system	  that	  connects	  local	  farmer	  
with	   local	   food	   banks.	   Food	   banks	   have	   established	   means	   of	   transportation,	  
storage,	  and	  often	  branding/marketing.	   	  This	  is	  where	  we	  propose	  that	  food	  banks	  
step	   in	   and	   help	   local	   farmers.	   	   We	   propose	   that	   the	   food	   banks	   will	   become	   a	  
participant	  in	  the	  supply	  chain	  of	  local	  foods	  as	  part	  of	  their	  core	  mission	  statements	  
of	  providing	  access	   to	  healthy	   foods	   to	   those	  who	  cannot	  afford	   it.	   In	   return,	   food	  
banks	  will	  receive	  capital	  generated	  by	  the	  price	  premium	  placed	  on	  locally	  grown	  
products	   from	   the	   farms	   that	   the	   food	   banks	   are	   promoting.	   	   To	   be	   feasible,	   the	  
system	  needs	  to	  be	  self	  sustaining	  and	  enable	  both	  parties	  a	  chance	  to	  maximize	  and	  
reciprocate	  benefits	  to	  one	  another.	  	  	  	  
	   While	   the	   proposed	   system	   seems	   plausible,	   the	   success	   hinges	   on	   the	  
community	  that	  would	  be	  buying	  into	  this	  system	  and	  how	  much	  consumers	  would	  
be	   willing	   to	   pay	   to	   support	   the	   system.	   This	   study	   aims	   to	   find	   how	   much	  
consumers	   in	   the	   Upstate	   region	   of	   South	   Carolina	   are	   willing	   to	   pay	   for	   our	  
proposed	   system,	   through	   a	   donation	   built	   into	   the	   price	   of	   local	   produce	   from	  
participating	   farms.	   	   The	   remainder	   of	   the	   study	   proceeds	   as	   follows:	   Chapter	   2	  
focuses	   on	   background	   information	   regarding	   demand	   for	   local	   food,	   food	   banks,	  
donation	   strategies	   and	   the	   concept	   of	   introducing	   the	   system	   to	   food	   banks	   and	  
local	  SC	  farmers;	  Chapter	  3	  explains	  the	  survey	  process	  including	  an	  overview	  and	  
mailing	  process,	  survey	  specifics,	  and	  the	  focus	  group	  used	  to	  test	  the	  survey	  details;	  
Chapter	  4	  outlines	  the	  methodology	  of	  behind	  testing	  the	  hypotheses,	  variables	  and	  
statistical	   tests	   used;	   Chapter	   5	   explains	   the	   results	   of	   the	   statistical	   tests,	  
 3 
descriptive	  statistics	  of	  the	  survey	  questions,	  and	  reports	  findings;	  Chapter	  6	  and	  7	  
offers	  conclusions	  on	  the	  findings	  and	  offers	  possible	  future	  research	  opportunities,	  
respectively.	  The	  appendices	  (A-­‐D)	  include	  the	  full	  text	  survey,	  additional	  tables	  and	  
graphs	   explaining	   in	   depth	   findings	   of	   specific	   questions	   included	   in	   the	   survey	  

















2.1	   Demand	  for	  Local	  Food	  	  
	   	  
	   Local	  food	  has	  become	  the	  new	  “trend”	  that	  many	  consumers	  are	  flocking	  to	  
for	  a	  fresher	  food	  alternative,	  altruistic	  act	  of	  helping	  their	  community,	  or	  practice	  of	  
environmental	   sustainability.	   What	   is	   a	   local	   product?	   There	   is	   actually	   no	   clear	  
answer	  to	  this	  question;	  however,	  the	  most	  relevant	  definition	  to	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  
particular	   study	   is	   the	   definition	   coined	   by	   the	   U.S.	   Congress	   in	   the	   2008	   Food,	  
Conservation,	  and	  Energy	  Act.	  They	  defined	  a	  locally	  produced	  agricultural	  product	  
as	  "the	  total	  distance	  that	  a	  product	  can	  be	  transported	  must	  be	  less	  than	  400	  miles	  
from	   its	   origin,	   or	   within	   the	   state	   in	   which	   it	   is	   produced,"	   in	   our	   case,	   South	  
Carolina.	  For	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  study,	  local	  will	  be	  considered	  products	  from	  South	  
Carolina	  and	  non-­‐local	  products	  are	  those	  that	  are	  produced	  out-­‐of-­‐state.	  However,	  
consumers	   may	   have	   a	   different	   opinion	   of	   what	   'local'	   means	   to	   them	   and	   we	  
explore	   this	   issue	   in	   collateral	   questions	   to	   our	   consumers	   in	   our	   survey.	   	   The	  
consumer	   generated	   definitions	   of	   'local'	   will	   also	   give	   us	   greater	   insight	   into	  
demand	  for	  local	  foods	  and	  consumer	  preferences.	  	  
	   There	   is	   a	   growing	   pool	   of	   research	   in	   almost	   every	   state	   attempting	   to	  
understand	   the	   demand	   shifts	   and	   contributing	   factors	   towards	   for	   why	   exactly	  
consumers	  are	  buying	  local	  products	  in	  their	  states	  over	  out-­‐of-­‐state	  and	  imported	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goods	   since	   the	  80’s1.	   In	  most	   areas	   it	  has	  been	   found	   that	   it	  does	   indeed	  make	  a	  
difference	   that	   the	  products	  are	  grown	  "locally,"	   state-­‐branded	  /	   state-­‐certified	  or	  
not.	   	   The	   missing	   link	   to	   all	   of	   these	   studies	   is	   a	   consistent	   set	   of	   demographic	  
characteristics	   to	   explain	   consumer	   preferences	   for	   locally	   grown	   products.	  
Location,	   age,	   income,	   educational	   attainment,	   and	  other	   characteristics,	   affect	   the	  
average	  demand	  for	  local	  products	  in	  that	  location	  differently.	  The	  prevalence	  of	  so	  
many	   studies	   indicates	   the	   necessity	   of	   continued	   region	   specific	   studies	   to	  
determine	  how	   to	  market	  products	   effectively	   for	   that	   particular	   region.	   	   It	   is	   not	  
possible,	   unfortunately,	   to	   simply	   infer	   the	   demographic	   niches	   demanding	   local	  
products	   based	   on	   other	   studies,	   even	   within	   the	   same	   state,	   because	   of	   these	  
inconsistencies	  across	  regions.	  	  
	   Onken	  and	  Bernard	  (2000)	  found	  that	  prior	  to	  2000	  less	  than	  half	  of	  states	  
had	  state-­‐sponsored	  agricultural	  programs	  promoting	  their	  local/state/organic	  food	  
products,	  but	  by	  2010	  all	  50	  states	  had	  adopted	  a	  program	  promoting	  one	  or	  all	  of	  
the	  above	  factors.	   	   In	  part,	  state-­‐wide	  branding	  programs	  have	  helped	  participants	  
of	   the	   local	   food	   systems	   (such	   as	   community	   supported	   agriculture,	   farmer's	  
markets,	   and	   farmers	   selling	   directly	   to	   businesses	   such	   as	   grocery	   stores	   or	  
restaurants)	  grow	  greatly	  in	  	  
____________________	  
	  
1.	  	  Delaware	  (Lehman,	  et	  al.	  1998	  and	  Gallons,	  1997),	  Oklahoma	  (Biermacher,	  et	  al.	  2007),	  Missouri
	   (Brown,	   2003),	   Michigan	   (Cantrell,	   et	   al.	   2006),	   South	   Carolina	   (Carpio	   and	   Isengildina-­‐
	   Massa,	   2009),	   Tennessee	   (Eastwood,	   Brooker,	   Orr,	   1987),	   Kentucky	   (Futamura,	   2007),	  
	   Louisiana	   (Hinson,	   Bruchhaus,	   2005),	   Indiana	   (Jekanowski,	   Williams,	   Schiek,	   2000),	  
	   Colorado	  (Loureiro,	  Hine,	  2002),	  Iowa	  (Pirog,	  McCann,	  2009),	  Nebraska	  (Schneider,	  	  Francis,	  
	   2005),	   Washington	  (Selfa,	  Oazi,	  2005);	  among	  many	  others	  	  
 6 
number	  to	  accommodate	  the	  increase	  in	  consumers.	  In	  turn,	  increased	  demand	  for	  
local	  products	  has	  convinced	  many	  states	  to	  adopt	  a	  branding	  program	  and	  increase	  
state	   funded	   farmer's	   markets	   in	   order	   to	   increase	   access	   to,	   and	   meet	   current	  
demand	  for,	  local	  foods.	  	  As	  the	  number	  of	  outlets	  selling	  local	  agricultural	  produce	  
increases	   making	   local	   food	   products	   both	   more	   accessible	   and	   often	   times	   less	  
costly;	  local	  foods	  become	  more	  attractive	  relative	  to	  its	  competitors.	  
	  
2.2	   Food	  Banks	  and	  Local	  Food	  	  
	   	  
	   Food	   Banks	   are	   non-­‐profit	   organizations	   that	   distribute	   donated	   food	   to	  
agencies	   that	   directly	   feed	   impoverished	   people	   in	   their	   area	   of	   influence.	   	   They	  
maintain	   facilities	   where	   food	   is	   donated,	   collected,	   sorted,	   and	   then	   distributed	  
through	  their	  networks	  to	  churches,	  soup	  kitchens,	  homeless	  shelters,	  government	  
organizations,	  and	  schools.	  	  Many	  of	  these	  same	  networks	  are	  also	  a	  source	  of	  food	  
collection	  through	  food	  drives.	  	  	  
In	  recent	  years,	  Community	  Supported	  Agriculture	  (CSA)	  organizations	  have	  
become	  another	  source	  of	  donations	  for	  food	  banks.	  CSAs	  	  are	  organizations	  where	  
consumers	   can	   buy	   a	   membership	   or	   subscription	   to	   a	   particular	   farm	   or	   a	  
cooperative	   of	   farms	   in	   return	   for	   a	   box	   (or	   another	   predetermined	   amount)	   of	  
seasonal	   produce	   weekly	   or	   monthly	   throughout	   the	   growing	   season.	   Many	   CSA	  
associations	  donate	  leftover	  produce	  from	  their	  harvest	  to	  local	  food	  banks,	  rather	  
than	   throwing	   it	   away2.	   The	   non-­‐profit	   local	   food	   banks	   then	   donate	   the	   food	   to	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impoverished	  citizens	  of	   the	  community	   to	  provide	  a	  healthier	   food	  supply	   to	   low	  
income	  residents.	  	  	  
	   However,	   these	  donations	   of	   excess,	   unused	   food,	   is	   not	   a	   routine	  practice,	  
and	   is	  usually	  unsolicited	  by	  the	   food	  bank.	   In	  some	  cases	   food	  banks	  have	  had	  to	  
start	   their	  own	  CSA	   in	  order	   to	  keep	  a	  regular	  supply	  of	   fresh	  produce2	  or	  recruit	  
and	  supervise	  volunteers	  to	  visit	  farms	  and	  harvest	  surplus	  produce	  to	  be	  brought	  
back	   to	   the	   food	   banks3.	   While	   helping	   provide	   support	   to	   a	   subset	   of	   the	  
community,	  food	  banks	  often	  are	  not	  a	  major	  contributor	  to	  economic	  development	  
because	  most	  of	  their	  efforts	  are	  targeted	  specifically	  to	  a	  small	  subset	   of	   the	  
community.	  They	  often	  are	  on	  the	  receiving	  end	  of	  these	  food	  donation	  policies	  but	  
there	  are	  few	  instances	  of	  food	  banks	  in	  turn	  helping	  their	  local	  farms.	  
	   Robinson,	   Carpio,	   and	   Hughes	   (2009)	   found	   one	   instance	   in	   which	   a	   food	  
bank	  did	   reciprocate	   the	  benefits	   to	   local	   farms.	  They	   found	   that	   the	  Low-­‐country	  
Food	   Bank	   (LCFB)	   in	   South	   Carolina	   was	   able	   to	   effectively	   "provide	   delivery,	  
storage,	   inspection	   and	   disposal	   services	   to	   local	   farmers."	   	   The	   LCBF	   primarily	  
worked	   with	   the	   emergency	   food	   assistance	   system	   but	   also	   helped	   distribute	  
produce	   to	   retail	   markets.	   While	   relatively	   new,	   the	   success	   of	   this	   program	  
provides	   assurance	   that	   this	   proposed	   system	   in	   the	   Upstate	   could	   potentially	  
benefit	  both	  local	  farmers	  and	  participating	  food	  banks	  on	  a	  multi-­‐county	  scale.	  	  
____________________	  
2.	   Taylor's	   Fresh	   Organics	   CSA,	   Regional	   Food	   Bank	   of	   Northeastern	   New	   York,	   Broadway
	   Community	  Cares,	  Astoria	  CSA	  with	  Astoria	  Food	  Bank,	  and	  Helsing	  Junction	  Farm	  and	  CSA
	   Food	   Bank	   program,	   among	   many	   others	   across	   the	   United	   States.	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   Food	   banks	   like	   the	   LCFB	   do	   have	   access	   to	   transportation,	   storage,	   and	  
marketing	   that	   local	   farmers	   may	   not	   have.	   	   This	   study	   aims	   to	   evaluate	   the	  
potential	  of	  linking	  food	  banks,	  local	  farms,	  and	  the	  local	  community	  in	  the	  Upstate	  
region	  of	  South	  Carolina	  to	  create	  a	  circle	  of	  benefits	  for	  all	  participants.	  	  
	  
2.3	  	   Donation	  Strategies	  
	   	  
	   The	   strategy	   of	   marketing	   products	   linked	   with	   a	   charity	   is	   considered	  
“cause-­‐related	  marketing”	  (Barone,	  Miyazaki,	  Taylor,	  2000).	  Most	  examples	  include	  
a	   corporation	   selling	   a	   product	   that	   includes	   a	   particular	   type	   of	   donation	   linked	  
with	  a	  non-­‐profit.	   	  One	  of	  the	  most	  notable	  cases	  starting	  the	  movement	  for	  cause-­‐
related	  marketing	   strategies	  was	  when	  American	  Express	   issued	   credit	   cards	   that	  
would	  donate	  a	  pre-­‐specified	  dollar	  amount	  towards	  the	  restoration	  of	  the	  Statue	  of	  
Liberty	  when	  their	  customers	  used	  this	  specific	  credit	  card.	  The	  American	  Express	  
customer	   base	   increased	   substantially	   as	   did	   their	   card	   usage.	   They	   since	   have	  
promoted	  at	  least	  three	  other	  charity	  campaigns	  tied	  to	  their	  credit	  cards	  with	  great	  
success	  (Welsh,	  1999).	  Each	  of	  these	  initiatives	  offer	  a	  way	  of	  linking	  solid	  business	  
sales	  to	  a	  charity	  in	  need	  of	  capital	  without	  the	  corporation	  making	  an	  out-­‐of-­‐pocket	  
donation	  or	  soliciting	  donors	  for	  a	  large	  sum.	  	  
	   In	  our	  case,	  food	  banks	  would	  not	  be	  expected	  to	  spend	  a	  significant	  portion,	  
if	  any,	  of	  their	  own	  funds	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  program;	  instead,	  their	  expertise	  and	  
use	  of	  resources	  would	  be	  funded	  through	  increased	  monetary	  donations	  from	  the	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proposed	  system.	  The	  demand	  for	  products	  related	  to	  public	  goods	  has	  been	  studied	  
by	   researchers	   such	   as	  McManus	   and	   Bennet	   (2009).	   They	   found	   that	   consumers	  
react	  in	  a	  positive	  way	  when	  products	  are	  related	  to	  social	  causes	  or	  public	  goods;	  
albeit,	  these	  reactions	  differ	  based	  on	  how	  these	  social	  causes	  generate	  money	  in	  the	  
first	  place	  (outside	  anonymous	  group	  donations	  of	  large	  amounts	  versus	  small).	  We	  
attempt	  to	  explore	  what	  reactions	  consumers	  will	  have	  to	  spending	  more	  for	  their	  
agricultural	  products	  as	  a	  revenue	  generating	  source	  for	  food	  banks.	  	  Cause	  related	  
marketing	   studies	  provide	  a	   starting	  point	   for	   conducting	  our	   investigation	  and	   is	  
the	   underlying	   framework	   of	   what	   we	   hope	   to	   accomplish.	   There	   have	   been	   few	  
studies	   to	   date	   analyzing	   the	   effects	   of	   any	   system	   of	   non-­‐profits	   tied	   to	   local	  
farmers	  in	  a	  manner	  consistent	  with	  which	  the	  research	  attempts	  to	  discover.	  	  While	  
our	  study	  focuses	  on	  monetary	  donations,	  future	  research	  could	  explore	  differences	  
in	  willingness	  to	  donate	  time	  or	  food	  donations	  rather	  than	  monetary.	  	  
	  
2.4	  	   Introducing	  Local	  Food	  Banks	  to	  Local	  South	  Carolina	  Farms	  
	   	  
	   While	  there	  has	  been	  considerable	  research	  exploring	  the	  localization	  of	  farm	  
products	  and	  their	  demand	  by	  consumers,	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  state	  marketing	  plans	  
to	   increase	  demands	  of	   these	   local	  product,	   and	   the	  effect	  on	   the	   local	  economies,	  
not	  much	  has	  yet	  been	  written	   linking	   these	  programs	  with	  organizations	   such	  as	  
local	   food	   banks	   or	   other	   non-­‐profit	   organizations.	   We	   propose	   that	   non-­‐profit	  
organizations	  like	  food	  banks	  nearest	  to	  small	  farms	  could	  act	  as	  an	  intermediary	  to	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aid	   in	   marketing,	   transportation,	   storage,	   and	   branding	   of	   local	   agricultural	  
products.	  The	  local	  food	  banks	  in	  return	  would	  receive	  monetary	  backing	  through	  a	  
price	   premium	   placed	   on	   the	   farm	   participants	   agricultural	   products	   sold	   to	  
consumers	  at	  grocery	  stores,	  farmers	  markets,	  and	  other	  point-­‐of-­‐sale	  locations.	  	  
	   The	   purpose	   of	   this	   study	   is	   to	   understand	   the	   factors	   contributing	   to	   the	  
extent	   consumers	   would	   be	   willing	   to	   “buy-­‐in”	   to	   this	   proposed	   system	   by	  
purchasing	  local	  produce	  at	  a	  premium.	  	  	  The	  donation	  aspect	  could	  be	  an	  altruistic	  
incentive	  strong	  enough	  to	  merit	  consumers	  to	  buy	  local	  produce	  over	  out-­‐of-­‐state	  
products.	   This	   price	   premium	   would	   then	   be	   transferred	   to	   the	   food	   banks	   as	   a	  
donation	   to	   be	   used	   in	   the	   efforts	   of	   sourcing	   from	   local	   farmers	   who,	   in	   turn,	  
support	  community	  and	  economic	  development,	   thus	   introducing	   local	   food	  banks	  
to	  local	  farms	  in	  a	  meaningful	  way.	  	  
	   The	  main	  objective	  of	  this	  study	  is	  to	  answer	  the	  following	  questions:	  	  
• How	  much	  are	  consumers	  willing	  to	  pay	  for	  local	  agricultural	  products?	  
• How	  much	   are	   consumers	  willing	   to	   donate	   to	   food	   banks	   through	   the	   price	  
paid	  for	  their	  agricultural	  products?	  	  
In	  addition,	  we	  explore	  consumer	  preferences	  for	  alternative	  arrangements	  linking	  







3.1	   Survey	  Overview	  and	  Mailing	  
	   	  
	   In	   order	   to	   answer	   the	   study	   objectives,	   a	   mail	   survey	   was	   sent	   to	   6,000	  
randomly	  selected	  households	  in	  the	  Upstate	  region	  of	  South	  Carolina.	  There	  were	  
two	  forms	  of	  the	  survey:	  3,000	  focused	  on	  produce	  (fruits	  and	  vegetables)	  and	  3,000	  
focused	  on	  animal	  products	  (meat,	  poultry,	  dairy,	  and	  eggs).	  The	  counties	  included	  
in	  the	  mailing	  were	  Abbeville,	  Anderson,	  Cherokee,	  Chester,	  Greenville,	  Greenwood,	  
Lancaster,	   Laurens,	   McCormick,	   Oconee,	   Pickens,	   Spartanburg,	   Union,	   and	   York,	  
South	  Carolina.	  This	  region	  accounts	   for	  roughly	  36.9%	  of	  South	  Carolina's	  overall	  
population.	   	   The	   individuals	   chosen	   to	   participate	   were	   randomly	   selected	  
households.	  	  
	   The	  first	  mailing	  was	  sent	  out	  in	  the	  beginning	  of	  June	  2012	  and	  included	  the	  
survey,	   cover	   letter,	   and	   return	   mailing	   materials.	   	   Two	   weeks	   following	   this	  
distribution	  a	  reminder	  card	  was	  sent	  out	  asking	  potential	  participants	  to	  fill	  out	  the	  
survey.	  The	  rate	  of	  response	  was	  only	  1.71%	  of	  the	  total	  completed	  surveys	  at	  the	  
end	  of	  the	  two	  mailing	  periods.	  	  The	  total	  number	  of	  surveys	  in	  our	  sample	  was	  103	  
with	  46.1%	  fruits	  and	  vegetables	  and	  53.9%	  animal	  products	  surveys.	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3.2	   Survey	  Design	  
	   	  
	   The	   survey	   was	   organized	   into	   four	   sections:	   (1)	   current	   consumption	   of	  
agricultural	  products,	  (2)	  knowledge	  and	  opinions	  about	  local	  foods	  and	  local	  food	  
banks,	   (3)	   stated	   choice	   experiments,	   and	   (4)	   socio-­‐economic	   demographic	  
characteristic.	  	  A	  copy	  of	  the	  survey	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  A.	  	  
	   In	  the	  first	  section,	  we	  queried	  respondents	  about	  their	  purchasing	  habits	  at	  
both	  national	   retailers	  and	   local	  direct	   selling	  outlets	  as	  well	   as	   their	  motivations,	  
perceptions	  and	  knowledge	  of	   locally	  grown	  South	  Carolina	  products.	   In	  Section	  2,	  
we	   asked	   similar	   questions	   regarding	   their	  motivations	   towards	   donating	   to	   food	  
banks	  and	  why	  they	  would	  not	  be	  interested	  in	  buying	  into	  the	  program	  at	  all.	  These	  
answers	  well	  help	  us	   to	  gain	   insight	  on	  how	  to	  better	  market	   the	  system	  by	  using	  
the	  most	   popular	  motivations	   and	   eliminating	  many	   of	   the	   reasons	   people	  would	  
avoid	  participating.	  
	   The	   third	   and	   most	   important	   section	   of	   the	   survey	   contained	   a	   choice	  
experiments	   (in-­‐depth	   discussion	   is	   included	   in	   Chapter	   3.2.1)	   as	   well	   as	   a	   sub-­‐
section	   inquiring	   respondents	   about	   their	   preferences	   for	   different	   types	   of	  
donations	   to	   the	   food	   banks:	   known	   proportion,	   blind	   /	   built-­‐in	   donation,	   and	   a	  
separated	  donation	  (independent	  from	  price	  and	  quantity	  of	  the	  product	  bought)	  to	  
delineate	  between	  personal	  preferences	  towards	  donating.	  	  	  	  
	   The	   final	   section,	   Section	   4,	   collected	   demographic	   data	   included	  
respondents'	   age,	   gender,	   highest	   achieved	   education	   level,	   household	   zip	   code,	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number	   of	   years	   lived	   in	   the	   area,	   household	   income,	   and	   whether	   they	   have	  
worked	  in	  either	  the	  agricultural	  or	  non-­‐profit	  industries.	  	  
	  
3.2.1	  	  Choice	  Experiments	  
	  
	   The	   third	   section	  which	   includes	   the	   choice	   experiments	   started	   by	   asking	  
respondents	  to	  think	  about	  their	  average	  trip	  to	  the	  grocery	  store,	  farmers	  market	  
or	   other	   point	   of	   purchase	   for	   agricultural	   products.	   	   In	   contrast	   to	   previous	  
research	  where	   participants	  were	   given	   specific	   products	   to	   evaluate,	   our	   survey	  
instructed	  participants	   to	  write	  down	   their	   favorite	  or	  most	   commonly	  purchased	  
agricultural	   product	   (dependent	   on	   their	   survey:	   fruits/vegetables	   or	   animal	  
products),	   the	   amount	   usually	   purchased	   in	   each	   trip	   occasion,	   and	   the	   average	  
price	  paid	  per	  unit.	  	  
	   Participants	  were	   then	  asked	   to	  choose	  between	   two	  products	  A	  or	  B	  or	   to	  
choose	   neither	   in	   eight	   choice	   set	   tables	   with	   varying	   levels	   of	   the	   three	   main	  
attributes:	   growing	   location,	   price	   of	   product,	   and	   donation.	   	   This	  mimics	   typical	  
decisions	   when	   purchasing	   products,	   as	   an	   individual	   is	   usually	   presented	   with	  
multiple	   products	   with	   different	   attributes	   (i.e.,	   one	   brand	   of	   bananas	   versus	  
another).	   The	   choice	   decision	   allows	   the	   survey	   taker	   to	   focus	   on	   the	   tradeoffs	  
between	   a	   given	   attribute	   of	   the	   product,	  while	   all	   other	   attributes	   are	   the	   same.	  
Table	  3.1	  presents	  all	  possible	   levels	  per	  attribute	  and	  Figure	  3.1	   is	  an	  example	  of	  
the	   choice	   decision	   tables	   presented	   to	   the	   consumer	   in	   Section	   3	   of	   the	   survey.	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Figure	  3.1	   Example	  of	  a	  Choice	  Set	  
	  
	   SAS	  software	  was	  used	  to	  create	  the	  experimental	  design.	  	  For	  each	  product,	  
three	   attributes	   were	   selected	   to	   create	   8	   sets	   of	   comparisons	   using	   D-­‐Optimal	  
criteria.	  The	  tables	  included	  various	  combinations	  of	  the	  attribute	  choices	  to	  create	  
16	   independent	   products	   out	   of	   the	   total	   20	   possible	   products	   and	   380	   	   unique	  
combinations	  (excluding	  comparing	  identical	  products).	  In	  order	  to	  keep	  the	  survey	  
Attribute	   Level	  
Growing	  Location	   Local	  (SC	  grown)	  Out-­‐of-­‐State	  
Price	  of	  Product	  
Average	  price	  
10%	  more	  than	  average	  
20%	  more	  than	  average	  
30%	  more	  than	  average	  
40%	  more	  than	  average	  
Donation	  Aspect	  
Included	  donation	  
None	  (donation	  not	  
included)	  
Which	  would	  you	  choose	  from	  the	  options	  below	  (check	  only	  one)	  :	  
q	  	  	  Product	  A	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   r	  	  Product	  B	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  r	  	  I	  would	  not	  buy	  either	  
Attribute	   Product	  A	   Product	  B	  
Growing	  location	   Out-­‐of-­‐State	   Local	  
Price	  of	  Product	   Average	  price	   20%	  more	  than	  average	  




manageable,	   understandable,	   and	   able	   to	   be	   completed	   in	   15-­‐20	   minutes,	   eight	  
tables,	   such	   as	   that	   presented	   in	   Figure	   3.1,	  were	   included	   in	   the	   survey.	   	   Tables	  
were	   kept	   constant	   between	   both	   animal	   products	   and	   produce	   (fruit/vegetable)	  
surveys	   because	   the	  participants	   adjusted	   their	   answers	   based	  only	   on	  what	   they	  
chose	  as	  their	  most	  commonly	  purchased	  product.	  	  
	  
3.3	   Focus	  Group	  
	   	  
	   After	   completing	   the	   survey	   design	   an	   informal	   focus	   group	   was	   held	   to	  
analyze	   the	   effectiveness	   and	   readability	   of	   the	   survey	   for	   a	   broad	   base	   of	  
consumers.	   Six	   participants	   were	   recruited:	   19-­‐55	   years,	   college	   and	   high	   school	  
graduates,	   even	   split	   of	   female/males,	   and	   with	   differing	   dietary	   constraints	  
(vegetarian	   versus	   omnivore).	   Focus	   group	   participants	   were	   first	   asked	   to	  
complete	   the	   questionnaire	   in	   entirety	   before	   participating	   in	   a	   group	   discussion	  
about	  the	  length,	  style,	  their	  understanding	  of	  what	  questions	  were	  being	  asked,	  and	  
their	  ease	  and	  comfort	  with	  responding	  to	  these	  questions.	  	  The	  six	  individuals	  were	  
paid	  $25	  for	  their	  time	  and	  responses,	  which	  were	  used	  to	  tailor	  the	  survey	  to	  better	  
suit	   our	   target	   audience.	   The	   average	   response	   rate	   was	   within	   our	   target	   (17	  
minutes).	  The	  survey	  instrument	  was	  modified	  based	  on	  the	  feedback	  received	  from	  
participants:	   changes	  of	  descriptions	   survey	   (e.g.,	   animal	  products	  were	  explained	  
as	   eggs,	  dairy,	   and	  meat	   to	   lessen	   confusion),	   grammar	  mistakes,	   as	  well	   as	   a	   few	  




4.1	  	   Hypotheses	  
	  	  
	   It	  was	  hypothesized	  that	  respondents	  would	  prefer	  local	  products	  over	  non-­‐
local	  products	  that	  are	  priced	  at	  the	  average.	  Our	  hypotheses	  regarding	  an	  included	  
donation	  aspect	  are	  as	  follows.	  	  We	  expect	  that	  consumers	  would	  be	  willing	  to	  pay	  
more	   for	   a	   product	   (regardless	   of	   growing	   location)	   that	   includes	   a	   donation	   to	   a	  
food	  bank	  considered	  to	  be	   local	   to	  the	  consumer.	   	  This	  percentage	  more	  than	  the	  
average	  price	  paid	  would	  either	  be	  known	  to	  the	  consumer	  or	  may	  be	  unknown	  to	  
them.	   We	   do	   not	   differentiate	   between	   the	   two	   in	   our	   testing	   but	   do	   ask	   which	  
method	   they	   prefer	   after	   the	   conjoint	   decision	   tables.	   We	   finally	   hypothesize	   a	  
positive	  willingness	   to	  pay	   for	  products	   that	   are	  both	   locally	  grown	  and	   include	  a	  
donation.	  	  
	  
4.2	   Survey	  Analysis	  Methods	  
	  
	   Conjoint	   analysis	   has	   become	   a	   popular	   method	   of	   analyzing	   consumers’	  
choices	   between	   products	   with	   multiple,	   often	   new	   to	   the	   market,	   attributes.	  	  
Traditionally	   use	   of	   this	   tool	  was	   confined	   to	   analyze	   preferences	   for	   non-­‐market	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goods,	  without	  prices,	  and	  was	  applied	   to	  problems	  valuing	  environmental	   factors	  
and	   existence/	   sentimental	   values	   (Krutilla	   1967,	  Hanemann	   1994).	   In	   our	   study,	  
conjoint	  analysis	  and	  attribute	  based	  methods	  were	  chosen	  to	  delineate	  consumer	  
preferences	   between	   agricultural	   products	   (specifically,	   their	   chosen	   “favorite”	  
product)	   with	   multiple	   attributes	   (donation,	   growing	   location,	   and	   price).	   	   This	  
methodology	   allowed	   us	   to	   calculate	   consumers’	   willingness	   to	   pay	   for	   local	  
products	  with	  a	  donation	  aspect.	  	  	  
	   This	   research	   differs	   from	   previous	   studies	   estimating	   	   willingness	   to	   pay	  
(WTP)	   for	   local	   products	   by	   isolating	   the	   effect	   of	   the	   donation	   on	  WTP	   for	   local	  
produce	   rather	   than	   calculating	   the	  WTP	   for	   only	   local	   produce,	   regardless	   of	   its	  
other	  characteristics.	  We	   then	  were	  able	   to	  estimate	  what	   types	  of	   consumers	  are	  
willing	  to	  pay	  what	  price	  based	  on	  income,	  education	  level,	  and	  background.	  	  
	  
4.3	   Conditional	  Logit	  Model	  	  
	  
	   The	   choices	  made	  by	   survey	   respondents	   can	  be	  motivated	  by	   the	   random	  
utility	  model	  (RUM).The	  utility	  of	  each	  choice	  depends	  on	  the	  observable	  attributes	  
(price	   premium,	   donation	   aspect,	   and	   growing	   location)	   and	   the	   attributes	   of	   the	  
survey	   participant	   (income,	   age,	   gender,	   etcetera).	   For	   individual	   	   i	   choosing	  
between	  J	  alternatives	  in	  choice	  occasion	  t,	  the	  utility	  of	  choice	  j	  (!!"#)  is:	  	  
	   (1)	   	   	   	     !!"# = !!"# + !!"# 	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where	   i=1,...,I	   ,	   j=1,...,J,	   t=1,...,8,	   Vij	   is	   the	   deterministic	   component	   of	   utility,	   the	  
unobservable	   random	   components	   of	   the	   individuals	   utility	   is	   	   !!"~	   iid	   extreme	  
value	  distribution.	  Equation	  (1)	  can	  also	  be	  written	  as	  	  
	   (2)	   	   	   	   !!"# = !!!!!"# + !!"# 	  
where	   !! 	   is	   the	   K	   x	   1	   vector	   of	   utility	   parameters	   corresponding	   to	   K	   choice	  
characteristics,	  with	  individual-­‐specific	  parameters,	  	  and	  xijt	  is	  the	  K	  x	  1	  vector	  of	  the	  
choice	  characteristics	  of	  the	  alternative	  j	  at	  each	  choice	  the	  individual	  i	  	  makes.	  	  
	   With	  this	  in	  mind,	  the	  predicted	  probability	  of	  any	  one	  choice	  conditional	  on	  
the	  utility	  parameters	  !! 	  can	  be	  calculated	  with	  the	  following:	  






where	  the	  denominator	  of	  the	  equation	  shows	  the	  summation	  of	  all	  the	  alternatives	  
(in	  our	  case,	  3),	  !! 	   is	  the	  responder’s	  choice,	  and	  !!"  	   is	  the	  vector	  representing	  the	  
set	   of	   covariates/attributes	   for	   the	   j-­‐th	   choice.	   This	  model	   is	   the	   conditional	   logit	  
model.	  Estimation	  of	  the	  model	  parameters	  is	  carried	  out	  using	  maximum	  likelihood	  
estimation	  procedures.	   For	   this	   study	  we	  used	   the	  proc	  mdc	  procedure	   from	  SAS.	  	  
The	  results	  in	  the	  conditional	  logit	  model	  are	  also	  used	  to	  estimate	  consumers’	  WTP	  






4.4	   Empirical	  Model	  and	  Willingness	  to	  Pay	  	  
	  
	   The	  basic	  empirical	  model	  considered	  is:	  	  
(6)	  	   !!"! =   !!  !"#!!"#$! +   !!  !"#$"%!!"#$% +   !!  !"#$%&"#  + !!!"# +   !!! ,  	  
where	  grow_local	  is	  1	  for	  "local"	  and	  0	  if	  out-­‐of-­‐state,	  asc	  is	  1	  if	  "neither"	  choice	  was	  
selected	  0	  if	  either	  A	  or	  B	  was	  selected,	  and	  donation	  is	  1	  if	  included	  donation,	  0	  if	  no	  
donation	  (see	  summary	  statistics	  about	  each	  variable	  are	  shown	  in	  Table	  4.1.	  	  
	   The	  variable	  asc	  (for	  'alternative	  specific	  constant')	  was	  used	  as	  a	  control	  for	  
the	   "neither"	   option	   (representing	   all	   unobserved	   attributes)	   given	   in	   the	   choice	  
sets	  and	  as	  seen	   in	   the	   table	  and	   included	   in	  each	  model	   to	  generate	  considerable	  
and	  statistically	  significant	  improvements	  in	  model	  fit.	  
	  
Table	  4.1	   Variables	  Used	  in	  the	  Conditional	  Logit	  Model	  
	  
Variable	  Name	   N	   Mean	   Std	  Dev	   Min	   Max	  
responses	   2433	   0.3333	   0.472	   0	   1	  
grow_location	   2472	   0.3333	   0.472	   0	   1	  
perct_price3	   2472	   0.7875	   0.570	   0	   1	  
donation	   2472	   0.3750	   0.484	   0	   1	  
price_perunit4	   2160	   1.8940	   2.343	   0.12	   20	  




	   The	  willingness	   to	   pay	   	   (WTP)	   for	   an	   attribute	   is	   the	   negative	   of	   the	   ratio	  
between	   the	   parameter	   corresponding	   to	   a	   non-­‐price	   attribute	   and	   the	   price	  
parameter	  (Champ,	  et.	  al.	  2009).Therefore,	  the	  WTP	  for	  local	  products	  is:	  





  =   − !!
!!
,	  
and	  the	  WTP	  for	  a	  donation	  included	  in	  the	  price	  is	  calculated	  by:	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To	   account	   for	   the	   effect	   of	   socio-­‐demographic	   characteristics	   in	   the	  WTP	  
values	  we	  considered	  several	  models	  with	  interaction	  terms	  between	  price	  variable	  
and	   socio	   demographic	   characteristics.	   These	   interactions	   relax	   the	   basic	  
conditional	  model	  assumption	  that	  preferences	  are	  identical	  for	  all	  respondents.	  For	  
example,	   the	   interaction	   between	   price	   and	   income	   generates	   information	   on	   the	  
marginal	   utility	   of	   money	   (price)	   as	   a	   function	   of	   varying	   levels	   of	   income.	   We	  
construct	  similar	  variables	  using	  gender	  and	  education.	  
	   The	   remainder	   of	   the	   paper	   is	   outlined	   as	   follows.	   The	   results	   of	   the	  
conditional	   logit	   and	   the	   willingness	   to	   pay	   for	   each	   attribute	   are	   shown	   in	   the	  
corresponding	   sections	   Chapter	   5.3	   and	   5.4,	   respectively.	   The	   conclusions	   and	  
future	   research	   possibilities	   are	   considered	   in	   Chapter	   6.	   Appendix	   A	   shows	   the	  
consumer	   survey,	   Appendix	   B	   is	   extended	   figures,	   Appendix	   C	   is	   tables	   showing	  




5.1	  Summary	  Statistics	  
	   	  
	   This	   section	  presents	  and	  discusses	  some	  summary	  statistics	   related	   to	   the	  
responses	   to	   the	   choice	   questions	   as	   well	   as	   demographic	   characteristics	   of	   the	  
respondents.	   A	   more	   exhaustive	   list	   of	   explanations	   of	   findings	   from	   other	   the	  
survey	  questions	  will	  be	   found	   in	  Appendix	  A	  (Additional	  Tables)	  and	  Appendix	  B	  
(Additional	  Graphs	  and	  Figures).	  	  
	   Figure	   5.1	   shows	   the	   responses	   to	   the	   choice	   experiment	   questions.	   See	  
Appendix	   B,	   Table	   6	   for	   the	   attributes	   associated	  with	   each	   question	   and	   choice.	  
First,	  that	  none	  of	  the	  choices	  is	  consistently	  chosen	  one	  the	  other.	  The	  raw	  data	  also	  
seems	  to	  suggest,	  for	  example,	  preference	  for	  local	  food	  products	  over	  out	  of	  state.	  
In	  question	  23,	  choice	  1	  and	  2	  include	  donation.	  Choice	  1	  is	  an	  outstate	  product	  with	  
a	   price	   that	   is	   10%	   above	   average.	   Choice	   1	   is	   a	   local	   product	   with	   a	   price	   10%	  
above	  average.	  The	  majority	  of	  individuals	  choose	  product	  1.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  a	  smaller	  
price	  discrepancy	  between	  products	  with	  and	  without	  a	  donation,	   like	   in	  question	  
22,	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  consumers	  choose	  the	  product	  with	  the	  donation	  (Choice	  1).	  	  
	   The	   last	  question	   (question	  27)	   shows	   that	   consumers	   are	   conflicted	  when	  
choosing	   between	   products	   with	   both	   higher	   than	   average	   prices	   and	  
local/donation	   and	   out-­‐of-­‐state/no	   donation.	   	   It	  was	   unclear	   in	   question	   27	   as	   to	  
 22 
whether	  there	  was	  a	  significant	  portion	  of	  individuals	  who	  would	  pay	  more	  for	  the	  
donation	  and	  local	  aspect	  since	  about	  equal	  portions	  of	  the	  sample	  choose	  product	  A	  
and	   choose	  neither.	  To	  better	   consumers	  preferences	  we	  use	   the	   conditional	   logit	  
model	  discussed	  in	  Section	  5.3.	  	  
	  
Figure	  5.1	  	   Responses	  to	  Choice	  Experiment	  Tables	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5.2	  	  	  	  	  Descriptive	  Statistics	  
	  
	   To	   assess	   if	   the	   sample	   of	   surveyed	   households	   is	   representative	   of	   the	  
population	  of	  interest,	  the	  sample	  population	  was	  compared	  to	  the	  demographics	  of	  
both	  the	  overall	  South	  Carolina	  census	  statistics	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Upstate	  population.	  
The	  following	  table	  shows	  the	  comparisons.	  	  	  
	  
Table	  5.1	  	   Demographics	  of	  Sample	  Compared	  to	  Upstate	  SC	  and	  Overall	  SC	  	  
	   Respondents	   Upstate	  SC	  Residents	  
Overall	  SC	  	  
Residents	  
Demographic	   Number	   %	   Number	   %	   Number	   %	  
Gender	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Male	   40	   38.8	   829,393	   48.55	   2,250,101	   48.60	  
Female	   63	   61.2	   878,778	   51.45	   2,375,263	   51.40	  
Education	  level:	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Some	  HS	  or	  less	   3	   2.9	   207,206	   12.13	   506,502	   10.95	  
HS	  degree	  /	  GED	   5	   4.9	   343,125	   20.09	   931,546	   20.14	  
Some	  college	  /	  	  
technical	   30	   29.1	   209,412	   12.26	   581,690	   12.58	  
College	  graduate	   32	   31.1	   259,448	   15.19	   709,933	   15.35	  
Graduate	  school	   33	   32.0	   84,301	   4.94	   84,301	   1.82	  













5.	  Note:	  State	  and	  County	  population	  data	  obtained	  from	  the	  U.S.	  Census	  Bureau	  2010	  American
	   Community	  Survey	  (available	  at:	  http://factfinder2.census.gov)	  	  
	   Respondents	   Upstate	  SC	  Residents	  
Overall	  SC	  	  
Residents	  
Demographic	   Number	   %	   Number	   %	   Number	   %	  
Marital	  status	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Single	   22	   21.4	   380,611	   22.28	   1,113,043	   24.06	  
Married	   55	   53.4	   688,344	   40.30	   1,786,128	   38.62	  
Divorced	  	  
or	  Separated	   13	   12.6	   174,562	   10.22	   482,380	   10.43	  
Widow	   13	   12.6	   91,608	   5.36	   248,864	   5.38	  
Age	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Under	  25	   0	   0	   575,028	   33.66	   1,556,919	   33.66	  
25-­‐44	  	  	   19	   18.5	   438,090	   25.65	   1,193,348	   25.80	  
45-­‐64	   42	   40.8	   459,224	   26.88	   1,243,223	   26.88	  
65-­‐84	   30	   29.1	   208,437	   12.20	   561,157	   12.13	  
85+	   7	   6.8	   27,392	   1.60	   70,717	   1.53	  
Race	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
White	  /	  Caucasian	   95	   92.2	   1,277,440	   74.78	   3,060,000	   66.20	  
Black	  /	  African	  
American	   8	   7.8	   328,610	   19.24	   1,290,684	   27.90	  
Hispanic	  or	  Latino	   0	   0	   88,798	   5.20	   219,943	   4.80	  
Asian	  or	  Pacific	  
Islander	   0	   0	   24,277	   1.42	   61,757	   1.40	  
Am.	  Indian	  or	  AL	  
native	   0	   0	   6,039	   0.35	   19,524	   0.40	  
Other	   0	   0	   43,915	   2.57	   113,464	   2.5	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   The	   ratio	   of	   females	   to	   males	   was	   slightly	   higher	   but	   not	   far	   off.	   The	  
educational	  attainment	  of	  the	  sample	  was	  significantly	  higher,	  on	  the	  average,	  with	  
95%	  achieving	  some	  college	  compared	  to	  33%	  in	  the	  upstate	  and	  28%	  in	  all	  of	  SC.	  
The	  age	  groups	  were	  also	  much	  higher	  as	  roughly	  79%	  of	  the	  sample	  was	  over	  45	  
years	  old	  compared	  to	  40%	  in	  the	  upstate.	  This	  skewing	  may	  be	  due	  to	  the	  summer	  
months	   during	  which	   the	   survey	  was	   sent	   out.	   	  Many	   younger	   families	  may	   have	  
gone	   on	   vacation	   or	   were	   not	   interested	   in	   responding.	   While	   the	   demographics	  
differ	  from	  our	  target	  (all	  ages)	  it	  should	  not	  significantly	  affect	  our	  findings,	  which	  
are	  to	  be	  used	  as	  a	  baseline.	  Further	  surveys	  will	  need	  to	  be	  conducted	  to	  increase	  
rate	   of	   response	   and	   increase	   variability	   of	   demographics.	   The	   race	   proportions	  
were	   significantly	   off	   with	   only	   7.8%	   of	   the	   sample	   recorded	   non-­‐white.	  	  
	  
5.3	   Conditional	  Logit	  and	  WTP	  Results	  
	  
	   Regressions	  results	  are	  best	  explained	  considering	  the	  random	  utility	  model	  
explained	   in	  Chapter	  4.	  Hence,	   the	  estimated	  parameters	   indicate	   the	  effect	  of	   the	  
attributes	   in	   the	   indirect	   utility	   function.	  We	   considered	   several	   specifications	   for	  
the	  indirect	  utility	  function.	  The	  basic	  specification	  presented	  as	  Model	  (1)	  in	  Table	  
5.2	   corresponds	   to	   Equation	   (6)	   and	   assumes	   that	   the	   effects	   of	   product	  
characteristics	   in	   consumers’	   utility	   are	   the	   same	   for	   fruits	   and	   vegetables	   and	  
animal	  products.	  Therefore,	  we	  also	  consider	  a	  model	  where	  the	  effects	  of	  product	  
characteristics	   in	   utility	   can	   differ	   depending	   on	   the	   type	   of	   agricultural	   product	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being	  considered	  by	  the	  consumer	  (Model	  2	  in	  Table	  5.2).	   	  The	  log-­‐likelihood	  ratio	  
test	  was	  used	  to	  compare	  the	  restricted	  model	  (Model	  1)	  to	  the	  unrestricted	  (Model	  
2).	   	   The	   null	   hypothesis	   that	   the	   restrictions	   were	   valid	   (i.e.,	   the	   additional	  
parameters	   are	   equal	   to	   zero)	  was	   rejected	   (!! = 21.84  ,! < 0.01, !" = 4).	   Since	  
some	  of	   the	  parameters	   in	  Model	  2	  were	  not	   significant,	  we	  also	   consider	   a	  more	  
parsimonious	   specification	   (see	  Model	   3)	  which	   is	   used	   for	   interpretations	   of	   the	  
results.	  	  
	   The	  coefficients	  on	  grow_location	  show	  that	  consumers	  prefer	  locally	  grown	  
products	   over	   out-­‐of-­‐state	   products.	   The	   positive	   signs	   on	  donation	   also	   show	   an	  
increase	   in	   utility	  when	  purchasing	  products	  with	   a	   donation,	   however	   the	   utility	  
increase	   compared	   to	   the	   locally	   grown	   characteristic	   is	   smaller.	   The	   price	  
parameters	  indicate,	  as	  expected,	  that	  consumers	  prefer	  to	  buy	  cheaper	  products.	  	  
	   The	   high	   negative	   coefficient	   on	  asc	   was	   expected	   and	   indicates	   consumer	  
preferences	   for	  buying	  a	  product	   (choosing	  either	  A	  or	  B)	  are	  much	  stronger	   than	  
choosing	   to	   buy	   no	   product	   at	   all.	   	   In	   this	   case,	   their	   indirect	   utility	   is	   greatly	  
decreased	  when	   they	  do	  not	  buy	  a	  product	  when	  given	  a	  choice.	  This	   implies	   that	  
they	   prefer	   change	   (buying	   a	   product)	   to	   the	   status	   quo	   (going	   home	   with	   no	  
product).	   These	   results	   are	   consistent	   across	   all	   models,	   including	   those	   which	  




























(0.494)	   ***	  
-­‐5.908	  
(0.630)	   ***	  
-­‐6.292	  
(0.502)	   ***	  
donation	  
0.340	  
(0.115)	   ***	  
0.169	  
(0.150)	   	  
0.320	  
(0.115)	   ***	  
asc6	   -­‐7.627	  
(0.559)	  
***	   -­‐7.293	  
(0.725)	  
***	   -­‐7.669	  
(0.563)	  
***	  
fvd	  x	  grow	  location7	   	   	   0.604	  
(0.265)	  
**	   0.606	  
(0.255)	  
**	  







fvd	  x	  donation	   	   	  
0.367	  
(0.236)	  
	   	   	  
fvd	  x	  asc	   	   	  
-­‐0.998	  
(1.157)	   	   	   	  
Number	  of	  
observations	   811	   803	   803	  
Log-­‐likelihood	   -­‐674.193	   -­‐663.273	   -­‐664.716	  
	  
	  
	   ____________________	  
	   Notes:	  	  
	   asc=	  alternative	  specific	  constant,	  	  fvd=	  fruit/vegetable	  survey	  dummy,	  	  
	   Single,	  double,	  and	  triple	  asterisks	  (*)	  denote	  statistical	  significance	  at	  1%,	  
	   5%,	  and	  10%	  level,	  respectively	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   Table	   5.3	   shows	   the	   estimated	   willingness	   to	   pay	   values	   for	   the	   local	   and	  
donation	  attributes	  for	  both	  types	  of	  agricultural	  products.	  Consumers	  are	  willing	  to	  
pay	  more	  for	  local	  fruits	  and	  vegetables	  than	  for	  local	  animal	  products	  (8.3%	  more).	  	  
Consumers’	  WTP	   for	   the	   donation	   aspect	   does	   not	   differ	   greatly	   between	   animal	  
products	  and	  fruits	  and	  vegetables	  (only	  0.28%	  difference).	  	  
	  
Table	  5.	  3	   	  Estimating	  Willingness	  to	  Pay	  for	  Total	  Sample	  
Fruits	  and	  Vegetables	   Animal	  Products	  
Local	   Donation	   Local	   Donation	  
22.90%	   4.80%	   14.64%	   5.08%	  
	   	   	   	  
	  
Since	  the	  average	  price	  of	  fruits	  and	  vegetables	  is	  $0.71	  per	  pound	  fruit	  and	  
$.0.64	  per	  pound	  for	  vegetables	  the	  22.90%	  WTP	  values	  represent	  $0.16	  and	  $0.14	  
respectively.	   	   For	   donations	   of	   4.8%	  WTP	   values	   represent	   $0.03	   per	   pound	   for	  
each.	  The	   reported	  average	  price	  paid	  per	  unit	  of	   animal	  products	   is	   $3.00,	  hence	  
the	  14.64%	  and	  5.08%	  WTP	  values	  represent	  $0.43	  and	  $0.15	  respectively.	  	  
	   To	  study	  the	  effect	  of	  socio-­‐demographic	  characteristics	  we	  also	  considered	  
specifications	   where	   the	   price	   variable	   is	   interacted	   with	   a	   selected	   group	   of	  
consumers’	   characteristics:	   income	  group,	  gender	  and	  education.	  We	  expanded	  on	  
the	   original	   unrestricted	   Model	   (2)	   from	   Table	   5.2.	   In	   all	   of	   the	   models	   the	  
interaction	   between	   price	   and	   the	   socio-­‐demographic	   characteristic	   were	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statistically	  significant	  (10%	  level,	  at	  least).	  The	  interactions	  included	  in	  all	  models	  
were	   the	   dummy	   for	   the	   survey	   type	   (fvd)	   times	   the	   three	   attributes	   (growing	  
location,	   percent	   price,	   and	   donation)	   and	   the	   alternative	   specific	   constant	   (asc).	  	  
Models	  5,	  7,	  and	  9	  differ	  from	  Models	  4,	  6,	  and	  8	  (unrestricted	  models)	  by	  removing	  
the	  statistically	  insignificant	  interactions	  (even	  at	  10%	  level),	  which	  also	  causes	  the	  
donation	  variable	  to	  become	  statistically	  significant	  (at	  1%	  level	  in	  each	  case).	  	  
	   We	   find	   that	   the	   signs	   on	   growing	   location,	   percent	   price,	   and	   donation	  
remain	   consistent	   with	   our	   previous	   findings,	   for	   all	   models	   listed	   in	   Table	   5.4.	  
Models	  4	  and	  5	   focused	  on	   the	   impacts	  of	   income	  on	  willingness	   to	  pay,	  Models	  6	  
and	  7	  focused	  on	  the	  impacts	  of	  gender	  on	  willingness	  to	  pay,	  and	  Models	  8	  and	  9	  
focused	  on	  the	  effects	  of	  a	  college	  degree	  (at	  least)	  on	  willingness	  to	  pay.	  	  
	   In	  Model	  5	  the	  interaction	  between	  income	  and	  percent	  price	  shows	  that	  as	  
incomes	  increase,	  willingness	  to	  pay	  also	  increases.	  The	  interaction	  with	  the	  survey	  
dummy	  (fvd)	  and	  growing	  location	  also	  shows	  that	  	  respondents	  were	  willing	  to	  pay	  
20.4%	  more	   for	   fruits	  and	  vegetables	   that	  are	  grown	   locally	  or	  7.4%	  if	  a	  donation	  
was	  included	  and	  15%	  more	  for	  locally	  grown	  animal	  products	  or	  2.6%	  if	  a	  donation	  
was	   included.	   	  Model	  7	   includes	  the	   interaction	  between	  gender	  and	  percent	  price	  
and	   the	   parameter	   estimates	   indicate	   that	   females	   are	   more	   willing	   to	   pay	   for	  
products	   with	   our	   attributes.	   The	   negative	   coefficient	   on	   the	   college	   and	   percent	  
price	   variable	   signify	   a	   negative	   relationship	   between	   educational	   attainment	   and	  
willingness	  to	  pay	  a	  premium	  for	  products	  with	  the	  given	  attributes.	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Table	  5.4	   	   Conditional	  Logit	  Estimation	  Results	  with	  Interactions	   	  







































































































fvd	  x	  pp	   -­‐1.146	  (1.047)	   	  
-­‐1.428	  






fvd	  x	  d	   0.383	  (0.239)	   	  
0.367	  




fvd	  x	  asc	   -­‐0.823	  1(.176)	   	  
-­‐0.997	  











	   	  
	   	  







	   	  










787	   787	   803	   803	   803	   803	  
Log-­‐
likelihood	   -­‐644.505	   -­‐647.455	   -­‐661.748	   -­‐661.299	   -­‐660.868	   -­‐662.319	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
____________________	  
Note:	  college	  =	  "some	  college"	  +	  "college	  graduate"	  +	  "graduate	  degree"	  ;	  from	  Section	  4	  of	  survey	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   The	   willingness	   to	   pay	   for	   each	   income	   group,	   gender,	   and	   education	  
calculated	  using	   the	   results	   in	  Table	   5.4	   are	   presented	   in	  Table	   5.5	   and	  Table	   5.6	  
respectively.	  Overall	   the	  effects	  of	   income	  group,	   gender	  and	  college	  education	  do	  
not	  seem	  to	  be	  economically	  important.	  For	  example,	  the	  difference	  in	  WTP	  for	  local	  
fruits	  and	  vegetables	  between	  the	  highest	  income	  group	  ($140,000	  or	  more)	  and	  the	  
lowest	  income	  group	  (<	  $19,999)	  is	  only	  1.3%.	  	  
	  
Table	  5.	  5	   Estimates	  for	  WTP	  by	  Income	  Group	  
	   Fruits	  and	  Vegetables	   Animal	  Products	  
Income	  Group	   Local	   Donation	   Local	   Donation	  
<	  $19,999	   21.00	  %	   4.80%	   15.34	  %	   4.84	  %	  
$20,000	  -­‐	  $39,999	   21.17	  %	   4.84	  %	   15.47	  %	   4.88	  %	  
$40,000	  -­‐	  $59,999	   21.35	  %	   4.90	  %	   15.60	  %	   4.92	  %	  
$60,000	  -­‐	  $79,999	   21.54	  %	   4.92	  %	   15.74	  %	   4.96	  %	  
$80,000	  -­‐	  $99,999	   21.73	  %	   5.00	  %	   15.88	  %	   5.01	  %	  
$100,000	  -­‐	  $119,999	   21.92	  %	   5.01	  %	   16.02	  %	   5.05	  %	  
$120,000	  -­‐	  $139,999	   22.12	  %	   5.05	  %	   16.16	  %	   5.10	  %	  
$140,000	  or	  more	   22.32	  %	   5.10	  %	   16.31	  %	   5.14	  %	  
	   	   	   	   	  	  
	  	  
	   The	  differences	  between	  willingness	  to	  pay	  by	  females	  and	  males	  were	  also	  
very	   small.	   Females	   are	   willing	   to	   pay	   more	   than	   males	   to	   buy	   all	   agricultural	  
products	  with	  each	  of	  the	  attributes.	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   Education	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   produced	   an	   unexpected	   result.	   	   The	   college	  
variable	  was	  composed	  of	  a	  summation	  of	  all	  individuals	  who	  had	  attained	  either	  a	  
college	   degree	   or	   a	   graduate	   degree	   (or	   both).	   	   These	   individuals	   were	   actually	  
willing	  to	  pay	  less	  than	  non-­‐college	  degree	  holders	  for	  all	  agricultural	  products	  over	  
with	   either	   attribute.	   	   This	   finding	   is	   counterintuitive	   to	   what	   was	   expected,	  
although	  the	  difference	  was	  not	  large	  (ranging	  from	  1.35%	  to	  0.33%	  difference).	  	   	  
	  
Table	  5.	  6	  Estimates	  for	  WTP	  by	  Gender	  and	  Education	  
	   Fruits	  and	  Vegetables	   Animal	  Products	  
Gender	   Local	   Donation	   Local	   Donation	  
Female	   23.26	  %	   4.86	  %	   14.94	  %	   5.18	  %	  
Male	   22.26	  %	   4.66	  %	   14.27	  %	   4.95	  %	  
	   	   	   	   	  
Education	   	   	   	   	  
College	  Degree(s)	   22.40	  %	   4.69	  %	   14.34	  %	   4.97	  %	  
No	  College	  
Experience	   23.75	  %	   4.97	  %	   15.25	  %	   5.29	  %	  
	   	   	   	   	  
	  
	   After	   finding	   consumer	  willingness	   to	   pay	   for	   local	   products,	  we	   also	  were	  
interested	   in	   finding	  what	   type	   of	   donation	   program	  would	   be	  most	   preferred	   by	  
consumers.	  Table	  6.1	  shows	  the	  proportions	  of	  answers	  to	  the	  following	  questions:	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Figure	  5.3	  	   Question	  31	  of	  Consumer	  Survey	  
	  
	   The	   two	   halves	   of	   the	   table	   correspond	   to	   Question	   30	   and	   31,	   while	   the	  
percentages	  do	  not	  equal	  100	  because	  the	  remaining	  percentage	  is	  accounted	  for	  in	  
the	  "undecided"	  or	  "maybe"	  answer	  choice.	  	  Just	  under	  half	  (44%)	  of	  the	  people	  that	  
answered	   Question	   31	   said	   that	   they	   would	   prefer	   a	   separate	   donation	   over	   the	  
known	   or	   blind	   donations,	   while	   37%	   said	   they	   preferred	   one	   of	   the	   options	  
Question	  30:	  	  
	   Please	  read	  the	  explanation	  of	  two	  types	  of	  donations	  that	  could	  support	  a	  
system	  linking	  local	  food	  banks	  to	  local	  farms.	  In	  both	  cases,	  donations	  are	  included	  
in	  the	  sale	  price	  and	  the	  buyer	  knows	  that	  they	  are	  making	  a	  donation.	  	  
	  
A.	  Known	  proportion	  -­‐	  a	  percent	  of	  the	  total	  purchase	  of	  local	  food	  is	  donated	  to	  a	  
local	  food	  bank,	  this	  percentage	  is	  explicitly	  told	  to	  the	  buyer	  
B.	  Blind	   (built-­‐in	  donation-­‐	  a	  price	   x%	  more	   than	   the	   average	  price	   is	   charged	  
and	  that	  x%	  is	  donated.	  The	  x%	  is	  unknown	  to	  the	  customer	  when	  purchasing	  




Would you prefer the following scenario to the previous scenarios (Question 30)? 
 When buying agricultural products, a separate donation option would be 
available. When you purchase your agricultural products you have the option to donate 
any additional dollar amount that you choose. The quantity and price of your 
agricultural products purchase would be separate from your donation. 
 
 	  Yes,	  I	  would	  prefer	  to	  choose	  my	  donation	   	  
 	  No,	  I	  would	  prefer	  one	  of	  the	  donation	  options	  previously	  described	  	  
 	  Maybe	  /	  Undecided	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described	   in	  Question	  30	   (known	  or	  blind).	  The	  known	  donation	   amount	  was	   the	  
most	  popular	  answer	  choice	  with	  82.4%	  of	  respondents	  preferring	  it	  over	  the	  blind	  
donation.	  These	  answers	   could	  point	   to	   consumers'	  need	   for	   information	   to	  make	  
accurate	   decisions	   about	   their	   purchases.	   	   They	   may	   feel	   'better'	   about	   their	  
purchase	   when	   knowing	   how	   much	   they	   are	   donating.	   	   The	   results	   from	   the	  
questions	  asking	  for	  these	  preferences	  in	  the	  survey	  are	  shown	  below.	  
	  
Table	  5.7	   Preferences	  for	  Alternative	  Donation	  Strategies	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6.1	  	   Summary	  
	  
	   Demand	  for	  locally	  grown	  food	  has	  become	  the	  most	  popular	  food	  movement	  
in	   the	   last	  decade.	   	  The	  combination	  of	   this	  movement	  with	  a	  donation	  aspect,	  we	  
hope,	  will	  help	  to	  redefine	  how	  consumers	  feel	  about	  donating	  to	  a	  food	  banks	  will	  
help	  members	  of	  their	  local	  community	  and	  support	  local	  farmers.	  The	  scope	  of	  this	  
research	   allowed	   us	   to	   define	   a	   baseline	   of	   what	   consumers	   are	   currently	  
purchasing,	   how	   they	   are	  making	   these	  purchases,	   and	  why	   they	  purchase	   locally	  
grown	   foods,	   if	   at	   all.	   	   We	   also	   are	   able	   to	   define	   what	   the	   current	   food	   bank	  
donating	  practices	  are,	  and	  the	  motivations	  of	  upstate	  consumer	  to	  donate	  to	  food	  
banks,	  if	  at	  all.	  	  We	  combine	  these	  findings	  to	  uncover	  preferences	  towards	  a	  system	  
designed	  to	  connect	  local	  farmers	  in	  the	  upstate	  with	  local	  food	  banks.	  	  	  
	   We	   use	   attribute	   based	   methods	   to	   estimate	   how	   much	   consumers	   are	  
willing	  to	  pay	  for	  the	  locally	  grown	  attribute	  and	  the	  donation	  attribute	  above	  their	  
average	  expenditures	  on	  produce	  and	  what	  other	  factors	  influence	  consumer	  choice	  
behaviors.	   	   The	   conditional	   logit	   model	   used	   to	   analyze	   	   consumer	   responses	   to	  
choice	   experiments	   was	   estimated	   using	   a	   random	   sample	   of	   households	   in	   the	  
upstate	  South	  Carolina	  region.	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   Local	  product	  attributes	  do	  seem	  to	  be	  valued	  by	  consumers,	  when	  they	  are	  
aware	  that	  their	  products	  are	  locally	  grown.	  	  We	  find	  that	  consumers	  are	  willing	  to	  
pay	   about,	   on	   average,	   18%	   more	   for	   local	   than	   for	   comparable	   out-­‐of-­‐state	  
products.	  We	  also	  found	  that	  consumers	  are	  willing	  to	  pay	  5%	  more	  for	  a	  product	  
with	   a	   donation	   to	   the	   local	   food	   bank.	   This	   may	   be	   explained	   by	   57%	   of	  
respondents	  giving	  a	  reason	  why	  they	  may	  not	  be	  interested	  in	  participating	  in	  the	  
program	  (See	  Appendix	  C,	  Figure	  C5).	   Several	  of	   the	  highest	   responses	  were	   their	  
previous	   donation	   history	   (already	   donate	   to	   a	   food	   bank),	   general	   disinterest	   in	  
paying	  more	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  system,	  do	  not	  want	  to	  donate	  to	  a	  food	  bank	  at	  all,	  
or	  even	  general	  misunderstanding	  of	  the	  specifics	  of	  how	  the	  system	  would	  operate.	  
They	   may	   be	   inclined	   to	   donate	   more	   than	   5%	   if	   they	   change	   their	   avenue	   of	  
donating	  (via	  the	  program	  rather	  than	  food	  or	  straight	  monetary	  donation),	  gain	  a	  
greater	  understanding	  	  of	  what	  the	  program	  has	  to	  offer	  them	  and	  their	  community,	  
gain	  a	  more	  in	  depth	  understanding	  of	  what	  food	  banks	  are	  and	  which	  ones	  in	  their	  
area	  that	  would	  be	  benefiting	  from	  the	  program,	  and	  an	  understanding	  of	  what	  an	  
impact	  5%	  or	  more	  could	  make	  for	  the	  participating	  farms	  and	  food	  banks.	  	  
	   A	   socio-­‐economic	   factor	   that	   directly	   affects	   expenditures	   on	   produce	   is	  
consumer	   income.	   An	   increasing,	   positive	   trend	   was	   found	   between	   income	   and	  
willingness	   to	   pay	   for	   both	   locally	   grown	   and	   donation	   aspects	   indicating	   that	  
consumers	   with	   higher	   incomes	   are	   inclined	   to	   pay	   (slightly)	   more	   for	   these	  
attributes.	   Females	   too	   are	   (slightly)	  more	   likely	   to	   purchase	   products	  with	   these	  
characteristics,	   than	  men.	  The	   results	  of	   this	   study	  will	  help	   the	  program	  creators	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understand	  how	  to	  market	  these	  products	  effectively,	  how	  to	  price	  them	  efficiently,	  
and	  what	  types	  of	  consumers	  are	  the	  best	  to	  target.	  
	  
6.2	  	   Suggestions	  for	  Future	  Research	  
	  
	   While	   this	  paper	   focuses	  on	   the	  Upstate	  of	  South	  Carolina,	   further	  research	  
could	  include	  the	  entire	  state	  and	  even	  any	  state	  or	  country.	  	  The	  basis	  of	  this	  study	  
can	  extend	  to	  any	  state	  or	  region	  with-­‐in	  them	  because	  each	  have	  farmers	  markets,	  
farm	  products,	  and	  food	  banks.	  	  The	  regions	  could	  be	  expanded	  to	  a	  certain	  radius	  in	  
miles	   from	   either	   the	   primary	   point	   of	   sale	   locations	   or	   the	   primary	   growing	  
locations.	  This	  would	  change	  the	  definition	  of	  "local"	  to	  include	  not	  just	  the	  state	  the	  
consumer	   is	   buying	   the	   product	   from	   but	   states	   that	   fit	   within	   this	   certain	   mile	  
radius.	  The	  feasibility	  of	   this	  system	  depends	  on	  the	  participation	  of	   food	  retailers	  
and	  consumers	  willingness	  to	  donate	  to	  local	  food	  banks	  in	  their	  area.	  For	  example,	  
many	  farmers	  from	  North	  Carolina	  may	  travel	  to	  farmers	  markets	  in	  South	  Carolina	  
and	   therefore	   could	   participate	   in	   the	   program	   because	   they	   consider	   "over	   the	  
border"	  to	  be	  "local."	  	  
	   Limitations	  of	  our	  research	  included	  giving	  the	  survey	  responders	  the	  open-­‐
ended	   question	   of	   what	   their	   favorite/most	   commonly	   purchased	   agricultural	  
products.	  	  This	  caused	  many	  responders	  to	  write	  ambivalent	  answers	  or	  not	  answer	  
at	  all,	  whether	  from	  confusion	  or	  not	  being	  able	  to	  accurately	  decide	  what	  they	  pay	  
on	  average	  from	  the	  product.	  	  In	  several	  cases	  vegetarians	  and	  vegans	  received	  the	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animal	  products	  survey	  and	  were	  unable	   to	  respond	   to	  what	   their	   favorite	  animal	  
product	   is.	   Future	   research	   could	   explore	   using	   a	   close	   ended	   format	   by	   giving	  
responders	  either	  one	  product	  (i.e.,	  a	  tomato	  or	  chicken	  breast)	  or	  choose	  between	  
several	  products.	  	  
	   In	  many	  cases,	  a	  concern	  about	  the	  conditional	  logit	  model	  is	  the	  assumption	  
of	  independence	  of	  irrelevant	  alternatives	  (IIA)	  which	  requires	  that	  the	  probability	  
ratio	   of	   respondents	   choosing	   between	   our	   two	   alternatives	   is	   not	   strictly	  
contingent	  upon	  the	  attributes	  of	  other	  alternatives.	  Future	  research	  could	  use	   for	  
example	  mixed	  logit	  model	  for	  estimation	  purposes.	  	  
	   Finally,	   in	   our	   sample	   race	   was	   shown	   to	   be	   an	   insignificant	   factor	   for	  
preference’s,	  as	  only	  7.8%	  of	  our	  population	  was	  non-­‐white,	  however,	  this	  is	  not	  be	  
a	  complete	  result.	  	  With	  a	  greater	  sample	  size	  and	  higher	  proportions	  of	  other	  races	  
included,	  this	  variable	  may	  be	  a	  larger	  factor	  than	  is	  represented	  here.	  Our	  sample	  
was	  also	  more	  highly	  educated	  than	  the	  average	  population	  of	  the	  upstate	  and	  this	  
may	   have	   skewed	   results.	   The	  most	   significant	   change	   for	   future	   research	  would	  
therefore	   include	  a	  more	  diverse	   sample	  population	   that	  better	   reflected	  with	   the	  




















































	   The	   responses	   to	   questions	   in	   the	   survey	   are	   described	   below.	   	   Questions	  
regarding	  current	  consumption	  of	  grocery	  store	  products,	   local	   food	   from	  farmers	  
markets	  and	  other	  direct	  selling	  outlets,	  and	  respondent's	   favorite	   fruit,	  vegetable,	  
and	  animal	  products	  are	  outlined	  in	  the	  following	  tables.	  	  This	  information	  will	  give	  
a	   better	   understanding	   of	   how	   and	   what	   consumers	   are	   purchasing	   in	   order	   to	  
effectively	  structure	  the	  system	  and	  market	  it	  towards	  the	  most	  number	  of	  people.	  
Table	  B.1	  shows	  the	  list	  of	  grocery	  stores	  listed	  as	  being	  using	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  the	  
time,	   Table	   B.2	   shows	   the	  most	   commonly	   purchased	   animal	   products,	   and	  Table	  
B.3	  shows	  the	  most	  commonly	  purchased	  fruits	  and	  vegetables.	  	  
	  








Grocery	  Stores	  Visited	  (30%	  of	  the	  Time	  or	  More)	  	  
Aldi	   BI-­‐LO	   Costco	  
Food	  Lion	   Fresh	  Market	   Harris	  Teeter	  
Ingles	   Piggly	  Wiggly	   Pubix	  	  
Sam's	   Save-­‐A-­‐Lot	   Wal-­‐Mart	  
Whole	  Foods	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Table	  B.3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  List	  of	  Most	  Commonly	  Purchased	  Fruits	  &	  Vegetables	  
	  
	   The	   Table	   B.4	   shows	   the	   percentages	   of	   answers	   of	   questions	   that	   were	  
included	   in	   the	   survey	   for	   purposes	   of	   understanding	   our	   demographics.	   	   We	  
wanted	  to	  see	  what	  proportions	  of	  consumers	  were	  already	  donating	  to	  food	  banks,	  
which	  food	  banks	  they	  had	  heard	  of	   in	  our	  target	  market	  (within	  the	  14	  counties),	  
Most	  Commonly	  Purchased	  (or	  Favorite)	  
Animal	  Products	  
Beef	   Cheese	   Chicken	  
Eggs	   Milk	   Pork	  
Tuna	   Turkey	   	  
	   	   	  
Most	  Commonly	  Purchased	  (or	  Favorite)	  Fruit	  or	  Vegetable	  	  
Apples	   Bananas	   Berries	  (Raspberry,	  Blackberry,	  Blueberry)	  
Beans	  (any)	   Broccoli	   Carrots	  
Cherries	   Corn	   Cucumbers	  
Leafy	  Greens	  	  (Mustard,	  
Collards,	  Turnip,	  Chard,	  or	  
Kale)	  
Lettuce	   Melon	  (Watermelon,	  Honeydew	  or	  Cantaloupe)	  
Mushrooms	   Onions	  (all	  types)	   Oranges	  
Peaches	   Peppers	  (all	  kinds)	   Potatoes	  (all	  kinds)	  
Spinach	   Tomatoes	   Squash	  (all	  kinds)	  
Zucchini	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who	  had	  previously	  worked	  for	  a	  non-­‐profit	  (not	  limited	  to	  a	  food	  bank),	  and	  who	  
has	   worked	   in	   the	   agricultural	   industry.	   	   We	   asked	   who	   would	   be	   interested	   in	  
participating	  in	  a	  system	  linking	  local	  farms	  to	  local	  food	  banks,	  regardless	  of	  how	  it	  
is	  structured.	  prior	  to	  discussions	  about	  how	  we	  hoped	  to	  implement	  our	  proposal.	  	  
	  
Table	  B.4	   Preferences	  &	  Experiences	  with	  Food	  Banks	  and	  Other	  Questions	  
Percentage	  of	  Yes	  /	  No	  /	  Uncertain	  Answers	  
Question	   Yes	   	  No	   Uncertain	  
Do	  you	  know	  what	  a	  food	  bank	  is	  	  
and/or	  what	  it	  does?	   80.6	  %	   9.7	  %	   8.7	  %	  
Have	  you	  donated	  money	  to	  a	  food	  bank	  	  
in	  the	  past	  5	  years?	   42.7	  %	   41.8	  %	   3.9	  %	  
Have	  you	  donated	  time	  to	  a	  food	  bank	  	  
in	  the	  past	  5	  years?	   14.6	  %	   67.0	  %	   3.9	  %	  
Have	  you	  donated	  food	  to	  a	  food	  bank	  	  
in	  the	  past	  5	  years?	   65.1	  %	   27.2	  %	   3.9	  %	  
Would	  you	  be	  willing	  to	  participate	  in	  a	  
marketing	  system	  that	  connects	  local	  farms	  and	  
local	  food	  bank?	  
35.3	  %	   15.7	  %	   46.1	  %	  
Would	  you	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  shop	  at	  a	  grocery	  
store	  that	  clearly	  stated	  that	  it	  would	  donate	  a	  
portion	  of	  the	  profits	  generated	  from	  sales	  of	  
local	  farm	  products	  to	  local	  food	  banks?	  
70.6	  %	   6.9	  %	   20.6	  %	  
Do	  you	  work	  /	  have	  you	  ever	  worked	  	  
in	  the	  agricultural	  industry?	   19.0	  %	   81.0	  %	   n/a	  
Do	  you	  work	  /	  have	  you	  ever	  worked	  for	  a	  non-­‐
profit	  organization	  (volunteered	  or	  paid)	  in	  the	  
past	  5	  years?	  
42.9	  %	   57.1	  %	   n/a	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   Table	  B.5	  shows	  how	  much,	  on	  average,	  was	  spent	  at	  the	  grocery	  store	  
in	  total,	  and	  specifically	  on	  animal	  products,	  and	  fruits	  and	  vegetables.	  On	  average,	  
consumers	  spend	  similar	  amounts	  on	  animal	  products	  and	  fruits/vegetables	  at	  the	  
grocery	   store,	   which	   also	   accounts	   for	   approximately	   2/3	   of	   their	   total	   bill.	  	  
Respondents	  tend	  to	  spend	  less	  at	  each	  trip	  to	  the	  farmers	  market	  and	  other	  direct	  
selling	  outlets.	  	  This	  could	  mean	  that	  customers	  are	  buying	  fewer	  products,	  specific	  
products,	  or	  cheaper	  products	  at	  direct	  selling	  outlets	  than	  at	  grocery	  stores.	  	  
	  
Table	  B.5	   Average	   Spent	   on	  Agricultural	   Products	   at	   the	  Grocery	   and	   other	  
Direct	  Selling	  Outlets	  
Average	  Spent	  on	  Agricultural	  Products	  
At	  Grocery	  stores	   At	  Grocery	  store	  on	  
Animal	  Products	  
At	  Grocery	  stores	  on	  
Fruits/Vegetables	  
At	  DSOs	  
$81.40	   $26.60	   $21.00	   $14.60	  
	  
	   Table	   B.6	   shows	   all	   of	   the	   combinations	   of	   attributes	   and	   levels	   per	  
choice	  experiment.	   	  The	  prices	  were	  expressed	   in	  a	  percentage	  comparison	   to	   the	  
average	   price	   paid	   (10%,	   20%,	   30%	   or	   40%	   more	   than	   the	   average	   price).	  	  
Percentage	  price	  premiums	  would	  not	  change	  in	  response	  to	  variations	  in	  quantity	  
of	   products	   bought	   or	   inherent	   quality	   of	   the	   products.	   This	   table	   can	   be	   used	   in	  
reference	  to	  Table	  5.2	  for	  greater	  understanding	  of	  how	  the	  answers	  were	  spread.	  
	  
 52 
Table	  B.6	   Attributes	  Associated	  with	  Each	  Question	  and	  Choice	  
Attributes	  per	  Choice	  per	  Question	  
Question	   Choice	  A	   Choice	  B	  






30%	  more	  than	  average	  
Included	  Donation	  
	   	   	  
21	  
Local	  
30%	  more	  than	  average	  
Included	  Donation	  
Out-­‐of-­‐State	  
20%	  more	  than	  average	  
Included	  Donation	  
	   	   	  
22	  
Out-­‐of-­‐State	  





	   	   	  
23	  
Out-­‐of-­‐State	  
10%	  more	  than	  average	  
Included	  Donation	  
Local	  
20%	  more	  than	  average	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Local	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30%	  more	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  average	  
No	  Donation	  








	   The	   following	   appendix	   is	   a	   review	   of	   survey	   questions	   in	   a	   visual	  
format	   using	   graphs	   to	   understand	   our	   sample	   demographic.	   Figure	   C.1	   is	   a	   pie	  
chart	   depicting	   how	   survey	   responders	   felt	   South	   Carolina	   agricultural	   products	  
compare	  to	  out-­‐of-­‐state	  grown	  products.	   	   It	   is	  evident	  that	  over	  half	  of	   the	  sample	  
(64.08%)	   perceive	   South	   Carolina	   grown	   products	   are	   about	   the	   same	   quality	   as	  
products	  not	  grown	  here.	   	  Out	  of	   the	  remainder	  of	   the	  sample	  population	  29.13%	  
felt	  that	  agricultural	  products	  are	  better	  quality,	  with	  only	  3.88%	  of	  the	  total	  feeling	  





















	   One	   means	   of	   measuring	   how	   important	   local	   food	   products	   are	   to	  
consumers	   is	   to	   see	   how	   far	   they	   would	   be	   willing	   to	   travel	   from	   their	   home	   to	  
purchase	  these	  products.	  	  The	  farther	  they	  are	  willing	  to	  travel,	  the	  more	  important	  
it	   is	   assumed	   to	   them	   to	   buy	   "locally."	   This	   also	   gives	   us	   an	   idea	   of	   what	   "local"	  
means	   to	   them;	  whether	   it	   is	   similar	   to	   our	   definition	   of	   local	  meaning	   grown	   in	  
South	  Carolina	   or	   local	  meaning	   grown	   some	  x	  number	  of	  miles	   from	  either	   their	  
home	  or	  the	  place	  the	  food	  is	  sold.	  The	  majority	  of	  consumers	  were	  willing	  to	  travel	  
between	  1-­‐5	  miles	  or	  10-­‐15	  miles	  (39.81%	  and	  26.21%	  respectively).	  There	  was	  a	  
low	  proportion	  of	  individuals	  not	  willing	  to	  travel	  any	  distance	  out	  of	  their	  way	  for	  
local	  foods	  at	  6.8%.	  	  
	  


















30	  or	  More	  Miles	  
Would	  Not	  Be	  Willing	  
No	  Answer	  
 55 
	   The	   following	   two	   charts	   represent	   the	   main	   motivating	   factors	   to	  
consumers	   to	   buy	   South	   Carolina	   Agriculture	   and	   donate	   to	   a	   food	   bank.	   	   This	  
information	   can	   	   be	   useful	   to	   those	   seeking	   to	   market	   consumers	   for	   greater	  
participation.	  We	   found	   that	   the	  most	   important	   factors	   influencing	   consumers	   to	  
buy	   South	   Carolina	   grown	   are	   better	   quality	   and	   support	   South	   Carolina	   farmers,	  
with	  a	  combined	  response	  rate	  over	  70%.	  	  Less	  expensive	  and	  supporting	  the	  state's	  
economy	  are	  the	  next	  highest	  motivators	  for	  buying	  locally.	  	  It	  is	  contradictory	  that	  
"better	   quality"	   products	   are	   rated	   as	   the	   second	   highest	  motivating	   factor	  when	  
only	   29%	   of	   the	   sample	   stated	   outright	   that	   South	   Carolina	   grown	   product	   were	  





















	   By	  a	  wide	  margin,	  the	  most	  important	  motivations	  for	  donating	  to	  a	  food	  
bank	  are	  compassion	  for	  those	  in	  need	  and	  a	  desire	  to	  give	  back	  to	  one's	  community.	  
Religious	  background	  and	  personal	  belief	  in	  the	  cause	  were	  next,	  with	  under	  10%	  of	  
responders	   each.	   Government	   credit	   on	   taxes	   was	   indicated	   to	   be	   the	   least	  









Figure	  C.4	   Main	  motivations	  to	  donate	  to	  a	  Food	  bank	  
	  
	   The	   final	   figure	   was	   constructed	   to	   highlight	   the	   main	   reasons	   why	  
consumers	  would	  not	  be	   interested	   in	  participating	   in	   the	  program.	  We	  wished	   to	  
understand	  the	  main	  hurdles	  that	  would	  need	  to	  be	  addressed	  when	  structuring	  a	  
donation	  program	  to	  meet	  the	  needs	  and	  demands	  of	  the	  consumers	  in	  the	  Upstate	  
South	  Carolina	  area.	   	  Only	  49%	  of	  survey	  responders	   indicated	  a	  reason	  as	  to	  why	  
they	  would	  oppose	  the	  program.	  The	  highest	  proportions	  of	  opposition	  arise	   from	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products	  from	  a	  point-­‐of-­‐sale	  location	  (any	  distance	  farther	  than	  their	  average	  trip;	  
for	  example,	   their	   local	   farmers	  market	   is	  15	  miles	  away	  and	  their	   typical	  grocery	  
store	  is	  5	  miles	  away).	  	  
	   The	  next	  most	  cited	  opposition	  was	  that	  consumers	  did	  not	  wish	  to	  pay	  
any	   more	   to	   participate	   in	   the	   program	   (which	   cannot	   be	   avoided	   given	   the	  
foundation	   of	   the	   program)	   and	   they	   preferred	   to	   donate	   directly	   to	   a	   food	   bank.	  	  
This	   latter	   reasoning	   is	   explained	   by	   many	   of	   their	   churches	   having	   donation	  
avenues	  for	  food	  banks	  that	  consumers	  already	  participate	  in.	  They	  (as	  evidenced	  in	  
their	  written	   comments	   in	   the	   survey)	   are	   already	  donating	  money	   to	   food	  banks	  
through	   their	   church	   and	   therefore	   have	   no	   desire	   to	   donate	   any	  more	  money	   in	  
addition	  to	  that.	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We	  want	   to	   invite	   you	   to	   participate	   in	   a	   research	   study	   conducted	   by	   a	   team	   of	  
researchers	  from	  Clemson	  University.	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  research	  is	  to	  examine	  the	  
demand	   for	   a	  potential	   system	   that	   connects	   local	   food	  banks	   in	   the	  Upstate	  with	  
local	   farms.	   Your	   participation	   will	   involve	   taking	   part	   in	   a	   focus	   group	   session	  
where	  you	  will	  be	  asked	  to	  fill	  out	  and	  discuss	  the	  clarity	  of	  a	  survey	  regarding	  your	  
average	   experiences	   with	   buying	   agricultural	   products,	   local	   food	   products,	   and	  
local	   food	  banks.	   The	   amount	   of	   time	   required	   for	   your	   participation	   in	   the	   focus	  
group	  will	  be	  approximately	  60	  minutes.	  
	  
You	  will	  be	  provided	  light	  refreshments	  and	  a	  $25	  gift	  card	  for	  your	  participation.	  	  
	  
We	   will	   do	   everything	   we	   can	   to	   protect	   your	   privacy.	   Neither	   your	   name	   nor	  
address	  will	  be	  requested	  in	  the	  survey.	  Your	  participation	  in	  this	  study	  is	  voluntary.	  
You	   may	   choose	   not	   to	   participate	   and	   you	   may	   withdraw	   your	   consent	   to	  
participate	  at	  any	  time.	  You	  will	  not	  be	  penalized	  in	  any	  way	  should	  you	  decide	  not	  
to	  participate	  or	  to	  withdraw	  from	  this	  study.	  
	  
If	   you	   have	   any	   questions	   or	   concerns	   about	   this	   study	   or	   if	   any	   problems	   arise,	  
please	  contact	  Carlos	  Carpio	  at	  ccarpio@clemson.edu	  or	  864-­‐656-­‐2439.	  If	  you	  have	  
any	   questions	   or	   concerns	   about	   your	   rights	   as	   a	   research	   participant,	   please	  
contact	   the	   Clemson	  University	   Office	   of	   Research	   Compliance	   (ORC)	   at	   864-­‐656-­‐
6460	   or	   irb@clemson.edu.	   If	   you	   are	   outside	   of	   the	   Upstate	   South	   Carolina	   area,	  
please	  use	  the	  ORC’s	  toll-­‐free	  number,	  866-­‐297-­‐3071.	  
	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  time	  and	  input.	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Consent	  Form	  
	  
Information	  about	  Being	  in	  a	  Research	  Study	  	  
Clemson	  University	  
	  
“Using	  Local	  Food	  Banks	  to	  Improve	  Sustainability	  of	  Small	  and	  Limited	  Resource	  Farms”	  
	  
Description	  of	  the	  Study	  and	  Your	  Part	  in	  It	  
	  
Dr.	  Carlos	  Carpio	  and	  Emily	  Young	  are	  inviting	  you	  to	  take	  part	  in	  a	  research	  study.	  	  
	  
Dr.	   Carpio	   is	   a	   professor	   of	   Applied	   Economics	   at	   Clemson	   University.	   Emily	   is	   a	  
Masters	   economics	   student	   at	   Clemson,	   running	   this	   study	   with	   the	   help	   of	   Dr.	  
Carpio.	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  research	  is	  assess	  the	  level	  of	  support	  of	  Upstate	  South	  
Carolina’s	   residents	   for	   a	   system	   intended	   to	   connect	   local	   farmers	   to	   local	   food	  
banks.	  
	   	  
Your	  part	  in	  the	  study	  will	  be	  to	  answer	  questions	  about	  your	  average	  consumption	  
of	   agricultural	   products,	   your	   knowledge	   about	   local	   farms,	   and	   your	   familiarity	  
with	   local	   food	   banks.	   	   We	   are	   hoping	   to	   gain	   some	   insight	   about	   your	   food	  
purchases.	  	  
It	  will	  take	  you	  about	  15-­‐20	  minutes	  to	  complete	  the	  survey.	  
	  
Possible	  Benefits	  and	  Risks	  or	  Discomforts	  
	  
We	  do	  not	  know	  of	  any	  risks	  or	  discomforts	  to	  you	  in	  this	  research	  study.	  	  
	  
The	  possible	  benefits	   to	  you	  as	  a	   consumer	  of	  agricultural	  products	   is	   to	  promote	  
sustainability	  of	  small,	  local	  farms	  and	  your	  local	  economy	  and	  a	  potential	  for	  these	  
local	  food	  systems	  to	  increase	  incomes	  in	  rural	  communities.	  	  
	  
Protection	  of	  Privacy	  and	  Confidentiality	  
	  
We	  will	  do	  everything	  we	  can	   to	  protect	  your	  privacy	  and	  confidentiality.	  We	  will	  
not	   tell	  anybody	  outside	  of	   the	  research	   team	  that	  you	  were	   in	   this	  study	  or	  what	  
information	   we	   collected	   about	   you	   in	   particular.	   We	   will	   not	   use	   your	   name,	  
address,	  or	  any	  other	  personal	  information	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  study.	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Choosing	  to	  Be	  in	  the	  Study	  
	  
You	  do	  not	  have	  to	  be	  in	  this	  study.	  You	  may	  choose	  not	  to	  take	  part	  and	  you	  may	  
choose	  to	  stop	  taking	  part	  at	  any	  time.	  You	  will	  not	  be	  penalized	  in	  any	  way	  if	  you	  




If	   you	   have	   any	   questions	   or	   concerns	   about	   this	   study	   or	   if	   any	   problems	   arise,	  
please	  contact	  Dr.	  Carlos	  Carpio	  at	  Clemson	  University	  at	  864-­‐656-­‐2439	  
	  
If	   you	   have	   any	   questions	   or	   concerns	   about	   your	   rights	   in	   this	   research	   study,	  
please	  contact	  the	  Clemson	  University	  Office	  of	  Research	  Compliance	  (ORC)	  at	  864-­‐
656-­‐6460	  or	  irb@clemson.edu.	  If	  you	  are	  outside	  of	  the	  Upstate	  South	  Carolina	  area,	  
please	  use	  the	  ORC’s	  toll-­‐free	  number,	  866-­‐297-­‐3071.	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  D	  -­‐	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  III	  
Outline	  of	  Focus	  Group	  Proceedings	  
	  
Focus	  group	  objective:	  	  
	  
• Evaluate	  a	  survey	  document	  planned	  to	  evaluate	  the	  consumer	  demand	  for	  
and	  willingness	   to	  pay	   for	  a	   locally	  grown	  products	   that	   support	  a	   system	  
designed	  to	  link	  local	  food	  banks	  to	  local	  farms.	  
	  
Focus	  group	  outline:	  
	  
1) Light	  refreshments	  may	  be	  served	  prior	  to	  introduction	  
2) Introduction	  	  
a. General	  introduction	  of	  focus	  group	  and	  focus	  group	  facilitator.	  	  
b. Introduction	  of	  participants.	  	  
c. Overview	  of	  our	  project	  and	  focus	  group	  goals	  	  
d. Overview	  of	   focus	  group	  process	  (this	  reading	   the	   informational	  
introduction	  letter,	  participate	  in	  an	  open	  discussion	  and	  take	  the	  
survey).	  	  
3) Initiate	   an	   open	   discussion	   about	   their	   experience	   with	   buying	   local	  
foods	  and	  visiting	  and/or	  donating	  to	  local	  food	  banks.	  
a. Any	  specific	  questions	   in	  mind?	  (Try	  to	  make	   it	  very	  short	  since	  
the	  main	  objective	  is	  the	  evaluation	  of	  the	  survey	  instrument(s))	  	  
4) Invite	  participant	   to	   take	  the	  survey.	  Explain	  aspects	  of	   the	  survey	  that	  
we	  need	  help	  with:	  length,	  clarity,	  language,	  etc.	  	  
5)	  Specific	  questions	  that	  can	  be	  asked	  to	  guide	  discussion	  (for	  example):	  	  
	   	   a.	  What	  do	  you	  think	  about	  the	  length	  of	  the	  survey?	  	  
	   b.	  What	  do	  you	  think	  about	  the	  language	  used	  in	  the	  survey?	  
	  	  	   	   c.	  What	  do	  you	  think	  about	  the	  difficulty	  of	  the	  questions?	  	  
	   	   d.	  How	  easy/difficult	  is	  for	  you	  to	  estimate	  your	  average	  costs	  spent	  
	   	   	   at	  the	  grocery	  store?	  	  
	   	   e.	  How	  familiar	  are	  you	  with	  where	  your	  products	  are	  grown?	  
	   	   f.	  How	  comfortable	  are	  you	  providing	  this	  information?	  
5) Ask	  participants	  if	  they	  have	  any	  final	  thoughts	  or	  input	  and	  thank	  each	  





Appendix	  D	  -­‐	  Part	  IV	  
Reminder	  Letter	  
	  
20	  April	  2012	  
Dear	  Sir	  or	  Madam:	  
	  
You	   have	   been	   invited	   to	   participate	   in	   a	   Clemson	   University	   research	   study.	   	   A	  
questionnaire	   was	   sent	   to	   you	   or	   one	   of	   the	   other	   members	   of	   your	   household	  
between	   one	   and	   two	   weeks	   ago.	   	   If	   you	   have	   already	   sent	   us	   your	   completed	  
survey,	  Thank	  You.	  If	  not,	  please	  read	  on:	  
	  
Dr.	  Carlos	  Carpio	  and	  Emily	  Young	  are	  inviting	  you	  to	  take	  part	  in	  a	  research	  study.	  
Dr.	   Carpio	   is	   a	   professor	   of	   Applied	   Economics	   at	   Clemson	   University.	   Emily	   is	   a	  
Masters	  economics	  student	  at	  Clemson	  University,	  running	  this	  study	  with	  the	  help	  
of	  Dr.	  Carpio.	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  research	  is	  assess	  the	  level	  of	  support	  of	  Upstate	  
South	  Carolina’s	   residents	   for	   a	   system	   intended	   to	   connect	   local	   farmers	   to	   local	  
food	  banks.	  The	  system	  is	  intended	  to	  promote	  economic	  sustainability	  in	  your	  local	  
community.	  
	  
Your	  part	  in	  the	  study	  will	  be	  to	  answer	  questions	  about	  your	  average	  consumption	  
of	   agricultural	   products,	   your	   knowledge	   about	   local	   farms,	   and	   your	   familiarity	  
with	   local	   food	   banks.	   	   We	   are	   hoping	   to	   gain	   some	   insight	   about	   your	   food	  
purchases.	  	  
	  
It	  will	  take	  you	  about	  15-­‐20	  minutes	  to	  complete	  the	  survey.	  
	  
Please	  mail	   the	   survey	   as	   soon	   as	   possible	   in	   the	   postage-­‐paid	   envelope	   that	  was	  
sent	   along	  with	   the	   questionnaire.	  We	   count	   on	   your	   responses	   to	   help	   us	   in	   our	  
research.	  Without	  your	  responses	  we	  cannot	  accurately	  assess	  the	  demands	  by	  the	  
upstate	   South	   Carolina	   residents.	   	   If	   you	   need	   another	   envelope	   and/or	   another	  
questionnaire,	  call	  us	  at	  864-­‐656-­‐2439	  and	  we	  will	  be	  glad	  to	  send	  you	  another.	  
	  




Dr.	  Carlos	  Carpio	  &	  Emily	  Young	  
Clemson	  University,	  Clemson,	  South	  Carolina	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